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The Alaska Forest Association has the following comments regarding your 
recommendations: 
 

 
 
Comment: 
This makes sense for timber sales. The current EIS process costs millions of dollars 
for timber sales that are sold for only a few hundred thousand dollars. Practically 
every timber sale in a region has the same environmental impacts; the trees are 
harvested and the trees grow back. The temporary effect on wildlife habitat, 
watershed management, recreation opportunities, etc are well known. There is no 
need to treat each EIS as though it is analyzing a new activity with unknown 
impacts. 
 



 
 
Comment: 
Great idea. Hard targets are the only way to insure a bureaucracy acts in a timely 
manner. In Alaska, the Forest Service frequently takes five to seven years to 
complete a small timber sale EIS. This drives the cost very high and delays the 
timber sale program. The latter effect is particularly harmful because the agency 
has monopoly poser over the timber supply in this region. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
This is also a good idea. There are thousands of acres of wind-thrown and bug-killed 
timber rotting away in Alaska instead of being salvaged because of the delays from 
the NEPA process. 
 

 

 
 
Comment: 
This idea complements the hard targets in recommendation 1.2. 
 



 
 
Comment: 
Another good idea. There is no way the small communities in Alaska can compete 
with the multi-million dollar environmental activists web-site generated comments. 
Well meaning people around the country are presented disinformation and 
consequently make poorly informed decisions. Further, it is difficult for even local 
people to thoroughly read and comment on the hundreds and hundreds of pages of 
multiple NEPA documents each year. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
This change will help prevent personal biases by transient federal employees who 
move into a region for a few years and then move on. Too often we see 
misinformation in the NEPA documents that would not be there if the NEPA 
preparers understood the region better. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
This will result in a tremendous savings of time and money. Most of the large, costly 
NEPA documents include cut-and-paste chapters and analysis that are repeated 
endlessly. 



 

  

 
 
Comment: 
These are good ideas. We encourage you to add a requirement to post a substantial 
bond for any lawsuit that might delay a project that is vital to the economy for small 
communities. There should also be a strict time limit for the courts to make a final 
decision on any such lawsuit. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
Adding a “process” risks adding delay. Bureaucrats love process. We try to offer 
suggestions that will result in faster decisions. 



 
 
Comment: 
These are good recommendations. Too often we see unworkable alternatives that 
are placed in a NEPA document simply to insure a “wide-range” of alternatives. 
 

 

 
Comment: 
This is a terrible idea. Already we are seeing agencies try to extort costly, 
unnecessary mitigation projects.  
 

 
 
 



Comment: 
This will result in delay. Additionally, recommendations 2.1 and 3.1 make this 
recommendation unnecessary. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
We have no idea what this means. Can you explain it better? 
 

 
 
Comments: 
Will recommendation 7.1 give CEQ authority to ignore local concerns? If so it is a 
bad idea. We don’t need additional agencies, we need to streamline processes. 
 
Comments: 
Recommendation 7.2 sounds like a good idea. 
 



 

 
 
Comments: These are good recommendations. They complement recommendation 
5.1. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
Good idea. This may lead to the elimination of some redundancy. 
 

 
 
Comment: 
This would be better if the recommendation made it clear that the intent is to reduce 
NEPA cost and NEPA delays by insuring properly trained staff. 
 
 



 
 
Comment: 
This sounds worthwhile, but one year is too much time. If it is worth doing, it should 
be done within 90 or 180 days. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
      /s/ Owen J. Graham 
 
      Owen J. Graham 
      Executive Director 
 


